The Grantees, in turn, oversee a network of 900+ local weatherization agencies (Subgrantees): community action agencies, nonprofit organizations, and local government agencies that are eligible to receive weatherization funding from DOE. These weatherization agencies qualify eligible households, assess their homes' energy efficiency opportunities, install energysaving measures, and inspect the work. The work performed includes air sealing, insulation upgrades, furnace replacements, and other dwelling-specific measures found to be cost-effective, as well as home improvements needed to ensure the health and safety of household occupants. The work is done at no cost to the eligible participants. The U.S. territories were brought into the weatherization network during ARRA.
In April 2009, the U.S. Congress passed ARRA (also referred to herein as the Recovery Act). Included in the hundreds of billions of dollars of programs, initiatives, and investments was $5 billion for WAP. The national weatherization network was given approximately three years to spend these funds. Annually, this funding represents about six times more per year than Congress had been typically appropriating for WAP. The huge increase in funding was based on the assumption that weatherization was a 'shovel ready' program, capable of quickly ramping up production and, most importantly, employing significant numbers of individuals to weatherize low-income homes. In addition to providing more funds to weatherize more homes, this surge in funding allowed DOE to expand its network of weatherization training centers, which are the focus of this study.
This study is one component of the national evaluation of WAP conducted by Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) on behalf of DOE. The main purpose of the overall evaluation-and the collection of reports stemming from this work 1 -are to provide a comprehensive review of Program performance to enable DOE to guide the future direction of the program, as well as to provide information to potential funders in order to support leveraging activities.
This study administered a survey to the 38 directors of weatherization training centers as of 2011. Thirtyfive completed the survey. Of these, twelve are considered legacy training center (i.e., they were in existence before the ARRA period and had received DOE funding prior to ARRA) and twenty-three nonlegacy centers (i.e., they were first established during the ARRA period and/or received their first DOE grant during the ARRA period). The training centers offer classes on a wide range of topics, from home auditing to the installation of insulation. Through training and testing, the centers award a wide range of professional certificates, such as the Building Performance Institute (BPI) Building Analyst Certification and BPI Manufactured Housing Certification. Section 2.0 presents the results pertaining to survey questions that focused on funding levels, training offered and numbers of individuals trained. Section 3.0 summarizes findings related to post-ARRA plans and future expectations with respect to the weatherization training market. Appendix A consists of two tables that list training topics and certifications by training center.
WEATHERIZATION TRAINING CENTERS DURING THE ARRA PERIOD
Weatherization training centers offer in-class and hands-on training. Figure 2 .1 presents several images of the training center run by the Corporation for Ohio Appalachian Development (COAD).
The survey instrument asked for the respondent to list all training topics and certifications offered by their training center. These responses were tallied to estimate the total number of topics and certifications covered for each center. Respondents sometimes listed generalized categories of training topics or certifications, e.g. "BPI" without further specification. This left the actual number unspecified, so such cases were either cross-referenced with website listings or simply counted as a single item. The number of training topics and certifications appear to be positively correlated (Figure 2 .2).
Respondents reported offering a wide variety of trainings on more than 50 topics. While the topics mentioned most frequently covered technical aspects specific to home retrofits, more general trainings on building science, health and safety, and career development were not uncommon. Supported certifications had a narrower scope as a whole, focusing almost exclusively on weatherization. A handful of major national standards organizations made up the majority of supported certifications, yet statewide and regional certifications were also quite ubiquitous. Aside from state and regional certifications (about 41 percent and 16 percent of training centers, respectively), the most frequently offered certifications came from three organizations. About 84 percent of training centers supported at least one certification from BPI, 41 percent offered at least one Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and 41 percent offered U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Lead Renovation, Repair and Painting (RRP) certification. During the ARRA period, National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) and numerous industry experts developed blueprints for the four Home Energy Professional Certifications, which were designed to cover the four most common job classifications for WAP professionals. These were first licensed to BPI in 2012 and were quickly adopted by many training centers. About 51 percent of training centers reported supporting at least one of these certifications with several others expressing plans to incorporate the Home Energy Professional Certifications. Tables A-1 and A-2 in the appendix show the training topics and certifications offered by each training center.
Figure 2.2 Reported Number of Training Topics and Certifications Offered by Training Centers
Respondents were asked a few questions to elicit the magnitude of ARRA's impact on training centers. Responses to these questions are contained in Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, that present results for all responding training centers, the non-legacy training centers, and the legacy training centers, respectively. With the influx of ARRA funds, the average training center's budget jumped to more than seven times the average pre-ARRA budget, increasing the average budget share consisting of DOE funds by about 40 percent. 2 When the ARRA period came to an end, training center budgets and the DOE proportion thereof expectedly decreased significantly. Training center staff size showed a similar trend, increasing fourfold on average during ARRA, then dropping post-ARRA. While the average training center experienced large declines in budget size, DOE budget share, and staff size at the close of the ARRA period, a comparison of these figures before and after ARRA shows an increase across the board. Over this period, average DOE budget share increased about 8 percent. Average budget increased by 60 percent from $184,000 before ARRA to $270,000 after ARRA. On average, staff size rose by 94 percent from 3.0 members before ARRA to 4.7 members after ARRA. Table 2 .4 presents survey results pertaining to individuals trained. The first column presents the number of individuals trained at the peak of the ARRA period. The second column presents the respondents' best estimates of annual trainees post-ARRA. These results are presented for all the training centers and broken out by non-legacy and legacy centers. Overall, the centers see the number of trainees dropping by more that half post-ARRA. The legacy training centers expect to continue to train about four times more individuals per year than the non-legacy centers. Figure 2 .3 documents the actions taken by the training centers in aggregate to ramp up during the ARRA period. As intended, the increase in funding during ARRA resulted in an increase in the number of training courses offered. Almost all of the responding centers hired new staff, purchased additional training equipment and made improvements to the center's infrastructure. Over 80 percent of the centers took the opportunity to offer non-traditional and innovative training. As a whole, training centers unanimously found DOE support useful in their ARRA period training and planning (Table 2 .5). Respondents most commonly attributed this usefulness to breadth and depth of information supplied by DOE. Trainings, workshops, and conferences were the most commonly listed methods by which DOE provided useful support. Conference calls often proved useful as well.
Respondents noted the reliability and responsiveness of DOE Project Officers, several of whom were mentioned by name. Training centers particularly found DOE's assistance with networking to be valuable. The major complaint from the respondents focused on the timing of DOE programs/training/funding (Table 2 .6). This is explainable in part because the process of contracting with the new centers took some time and extended significantly into the ARRA period. 
DOE Support… Frequency

Was timely 3
Built useful networks 7
Was informative 14
Was well standardized 1
Was nice 1
Was useful through conference calls 6
Was reliable 5
Helped with certifications 4
Was useful through Instructional Systems Design 3
Was useful through training/workshops/conferences 14 
DOE expectations were unclear 2
Multiple Project Officers did not work well 2
Reporting information did not work well 2
Timing of programs/training/funding did not work well 5
DOE's curriculum did not work well 4
DOE's assistance was not relevant to the center 3
DOE's assistance was not necessary 1
The survey also posed questions regarding DOE support for the training centers post-ARRA. As documented in a separate evaluation report, appropriations for WAP several years post-ARRA were exceedingly low. 4 This reduction in funding not only made it impossible for DOE to maintain its level of support of the training centers at the ARRA level but also constrained the amount of training and technical assistance DOE could provide to the training centers as well as to the WAP Grantees and Subgrantees. Despite these constraints, close to 70 percent of responding centers judged DOE support for post-ARRA planning to be adequate. Table 2 .7 documents aspects of interactions with DOE concerning post-ARRA planning that are working. Tables 2.8 and 2.9 document aspects needing further support. It is not surprising that needing help to secure more funding leads these lists. 
DOE could assist… Frequency
With funds 14
With business sustainability planning 6
With training and technical assistance 3
Connecting with other organizations 7
By mandating certifications 6
With promotion 1
With information sharing 3
POST-ARRA PLANS AND OUTLOOK
This survey was administered in 2011. At that time, it was known that ARRA funding would be spent within a couple of years. It was not known that continued regular appropriations would be as reduced as they turned out to be. Thus, analyses of answers to questions about plans post-ARRA to assist DOE in helping the training centers seem late in coming. Nevertheless, there are some interesting insights to be gained from the answers. Tables 3.1 and 3 .2 present the results from several questions that addressed training center plans post-ARRA. Of note, the centers will try as best as possible to maintain their classes and infrastructure and find new leveraging partners. Also of note, over 80 percent of the centers will attempt to transition into non-low-income programs. Amongst many reasons for WAP receiving such a large level of ARRA funding was the intent to use the low-income weatherization program to train and provide experience to weatherization staff so that after ARRA they would indeed transition into the larger home retrofit sector. It appears as though the training centers are moving in concert with that vision. Still, in light of these intentions, over one-third of the training centers reported they were at risk of closing if new funding could not be found. 
Frequency
Center will reassign staff 6
Center will offer weatherization classes less frequently 9
Center is unsure how it will ramp down its weatherization training program 1
Center will not ramp down its weatherization training program 5
Center will offer more online classes 1
Center will consolidate operations/facilities 8 
New classes will be offered 4
Less WAP-specific classes will be offered 4
Shorter classes will be offered 1 Courses offered will be more advanced 4
Courses will accommodate private demand 2 Course attendance will be smaller 4
Courses will be offered less frequently 4
Course topics will be dropped 4
Course fees will change 2
Unsure how weatherization courses will change post-ARRA 1
Hampering centers' movement into the larger home retrofit space are centers' own assessments in changes in demand for weatherization training at the local level (Figure 3. 2) and national level ( Figure  3. 3) over the next five years. The respondents are about evenly split between predicting increases versus decreases in the demand for weatherization training. Also hampering future plans is the realization that almost 80 percent of the training center respondents report that recruiting individuals for weatherization training will be a problem in the coming years, in part because the potential recruits may also perceive a lack of subsequent job opportunities (See Table 3 .3). Table 3 .4 and 3.5 report on the types of individuals the centers hope to attract for weatherization training and the range of jobs they would be trained to perform. 
CONCLUSIONS
This short report presents the results of a survey of weatherization training centers. As expected, the centers' activities ramped up tremendously during ARRA and then back down again post-ARRA. The centers report taking steps to ensure their viability post-ARRA but without new sources of funding, about one-third expects to close. Just as many centers expect to see demand for weatherization training increase as decrease in coming years. Most plan to offer services to the non-low-income home retrofit sector. One can hope that the economy will rebound and demand for home retrofit services and training and certification will indeed increase while this valuable training infrastructure still exists.
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